Date: Sat, 16 Oct 93 04:30:13 PDT 

From: Ham-Policy Mailing List and Newsgroup <ham-policy@ucsd.edu> 
Errors-To: Ham-Policy-Errors@UCSD.Edu 

Reply-To: Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu 

Precedence: Bulk 

Subject: Ham-Policy Digest V93 #378 

To: Ham-Policy 


Ham-Policy Digest Sat, 16 Oct 93 Volume 93 : Issue 378 


Today's Topics: 
Aircraft Certification....Federal Preemption of State Rules. 
End-It All Now, Please... 


Send Replies or notes for publication to: <Ham-Policy@UCSD.Edu> 
Send subscription requests to: <Ham-Policy-REQUEST@UCSD.Edu> 
Problems you can't solve otherwise to brian@ucsd.edu. 


Archives of past issues of the Ham-Policy Digest are available 
(by FTP only) from UCSD.Edu in directory "mailarchives/ham-policy". 


We trust that readers are intelligent enough to realize that all text 
herein consists of personal comments and does not represent the official 
policies or positions of any party. Your mileage may vary. So there. 


Date: Sat, 16 Oct 1993 00:37:28 +0600 

From: mdisea!mothost!1mpsbbs!mac-am-47.rtsg.mot.com!user@uunet.uu.net 
Subject: Aircraft Certification....Federal Preemption of State Rules. 
To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <9310141522.AA09320@ucsd.edu>, 
William=E.=Newkirk%Pubs%GenAv.Mlb@ns14.cca.CR.rockwell.COM wrote: 


truck, injuring the pilot. Piper was sued on the grounds that the aircraft 
was of tail-wheel design and did not provide adequate forward vision 
during take-off. A jury awarded a $2.5 million judgment on the grounds 

the aircraft was unsafe. 


VVV NV 


I cannot believe how this stuff happens with the light aircraft industry 
(did I hear an empty echo, since it basically doesn't EXIST anymore) and 
not with the auto industry. People accept auto accidents as a fact of life 
(based on how little driving instruction people demand) and yet a pilot 
runs out of gas, ices his wings, or overloads the plane, crashes, and then 
sues the builder of the plane as it was "unsafe". 


> Piper specs). the airport owner had told the pilot this was unsafe and he 


> had the runway blocked with a truck. the pilot attempted to take off anyway 
> and the pilot hit the truck and hit his head on the camera (no harness..). 


The pilots stupidity aside (why he would play "chicken" with a truck ina 
Cub is beyond me), suing the airport owner would be a MUCH stronger case 
than suing Piper. But then again, WHO HAS MONEY to pay damages... 


'Nuff£ said, 


Marc Holdwick 


Date: Sat, 16 Oct 1993 00:02:19 GMT 

From: news.Hawaii.Edu!uhunix3.uhcc.Hawaii.Edu! jherman@ames.arpa 
Subject: End-It All Now, Please... 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


In article <29ma60$a6m@news.delphi.com> edellers@news.delphi.com 
(EDELLERS@DELPHI.COM) writes: 

>"...at no time soon are we going to have HF privileges...’ 
> 

>Last time I heard the United States was a sovereign nation with the right to 
>make its own laws without the permission of other countries. When did we 
>become a colorny, or a UN protectorate? 

> 

> 


Wow, it's a good thing the Soviets didn't take that type of attitude with 
the nuclear treaties! 


Mr. Dellers, we're bound to the code requirement due to the treaty we signed; 
we usually don't break treaties unless we've got darn good reasons (we're 
the good guys, remember?) . 


Jeff NH6IL (back in the days of the cold war: WA6QIJ) 


Date: 16 Oct 1993 04:04:50 -0400 

From: news.moneng.mei.com!howland.reston.ans.net!noc.near.net!news.delphi.com! 
news.delphi.com!not-for-mail@uunet.uu.net 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <rcrw90-081093083820@node_142cf.aieg.mot.com>, 
<CEnCJn.5pK@news.Hawaii.Edu>, <rcrw90-111093083028@node_142cf.aieg.mot.com> 
Subject : Re: Enough of the debate. 


My understanding on the "ban religion" petition," from a fellow in the 
FCC's Mass Media Bureau, is that there was a more recent petition than 
1948; it was simply to exclude religious groups from eligibility for 
reserved non-commercial FM and TV channels, since those channels were 
originally reserved for general educational organizations (universities, 
boards of education and specifically formed educational broadcasting 
organizations). In the 70s and 80s a lot of Christian broadcasters 
started getting non-commercial FM licenses around the country, so the 
petitioners apparently feared that non-religious groups would be squeezed 
out. The FCC did quash the petition. 


Date: 16 Oct 1993 03:53:53 -0400 

From: swrinde!sdd.hp.com!nigel.msen.com!caen!nic.umass.edu!noc.near.net! 
news.delphi.com!news.delphi.com!not-for-mail@network.ucsd.edu 

To: ham-policy@ucsd.edu 


References <281fr3INNpn3@maico.ksu.ksu.edu>, <29ma60$a6m@news.delphi.com>, 
<CEyqrx.DJB@news.Hawaii.Edu>lphi 
Subject : Re: End-It All Now, Please... 


jherman@uhunix3.uhcc.Hawaii.Edu (Jeff Herman) writes: 


>In article <29ma60$a6m@news.delphi.com> edellers@news.delphi.com 
(EDELLERS@DELPHI.COM) writes: 

>>"...at no time soon are we going to have HF privileges..." 

>> 

>>Last time I heard the United States was a sovereign nation with the right to 
>>make its own laws without the permission of other countries. When did we 
>>become a colorny, or a UN protectorate? 

>> 

>> 


>Wow, it's a good thing the Soviets didn't take that type of attitude with 
>the nuclear treaties! 


>Mr. Dellers, we're bound to the code requirement due to the treaty we signed; 
>we usually don't break treaties unless we've got darn good reasons (we're 
>the good guys, remember?). 


>Jeff NH6IL (back in the days of the cold war: WA6QTJ) 


Sure, we're the good guys. But that doesn't mean that we should allow 
ourselves to be pushed around. Dropping the code requirement -- which 
harms NO ONE in any country -- is hardly the same as breaking an 
arms-reduction pact. Nobody's going to nuke us, or embargo us, just 
because we let guys on HF without requiring a code test. It didn't happen 


to Japan -- and I don't remember our government doing much about Radio 
Moscow's misuse of the "41M" band! 


Ed Ellers (KD4AWQ) 


End of Ham-Policy Digest V93 #378 
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